to be 


shot on 1 dia in feet incite the crowd to Kill there a innen 
then I submit that he is guilty up to the hilt in this case. 


Xn opening the cate I took once more on imagery from 
ritish low when I referred to an insti; at or being re; arded as a 
rincipal. Xn my submission the name holds , oo or this o&se. 

If © i 11 incites someone else to co. t lit a crime tn 1 t:iat crime is 
c . ti ;t< , a 1 thou ;h the person who incites was not present when the 

cri -x wan commit ted he in, in my submission triable end punishable 
as i principal * if you find that he did so incite. In i.iy .jUbmission 
whether this trial takes place under British law or, as it is doing 
now, under the Regulations for the Irial of War Criminals, if you 
are satisfied that HSUptmann Heyor incited the crowd to kill these three 
men and if you are satisfied that these three men were killed as a 
result of that incitement then . ou are perfectly titled to convict hi 


£> o 


lie in ct.na mod in their killin 




X do 


ropose to ;o any further into the evidence. You 


iujV& heard it at rea 

j , ft in your hands. 


j- I 

■j — 


■ c n U; over huur 


n 


b ' id the ma c ter 


“V ( - 


no w 


M 


The Court will close n lav to oonsHer the finding* b 


i 3 

T_ 


3 P0ESIDENT: 

fitter of convenience the Court will reassemble toHuorrow at lljO 1 j. s 
it is nut reedy to realise, iblo then an announce sent will he jade st 

t l , j. r J 

ij, * j u C 1 it. ■ 


ir 


(. t 1705 hours the Court is ad 
H3C hours to- 10 rrow Saturday 


,-journed until 

22nd Dccei-her 



* 



la turds y 22nd Icce. iber 1945 ■ 


(At llyC hours an announcement is mads that the Court 
will reopen at 14-15 hours). 


(ht 1415 hour a the Court reassembles, the sane President 
and rembers being present;. 

i- 

(ihe accused ©re ijein brought before the Court). 

r ?im PJT’SIE 1 ITT: Erich Ileyer, the Court find that you are guilty of the 

chs rye . • 

4 

Peter Koenen, the Court find you guilty of the charge. 


C L 


GsJ- 




Johann Braschoss, the Court find you guilty of the* charge. 

Karl Kaufer, the Court find you guilty of the charge,. 

Pl-anz Eartung, tine Court find you not guilty of the dier-.e, 

Hugo Boddenberg, the Court find you guilty of the charge. 

Erich Sambol, the Court find you not guilty of toe charge. 

fhe findihgs which I have announced of guilty ere subject 

to confirmation. Franz iiartung and Erich Sambol will now be removed from 

the Court and will be kept in custody. 

* * 

IX-jor Stone, at this stage would you like to address the 
Court in uiti ation on behalf of the accused? 
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worn "by a captain and by a so jeant is iibt very great and it is quite 
possible to mistake it, X do not feel convinced that their identification 
of a Gen e n officer who a: id Aiese thi;tgs, who was not imovm to them before, 
is a particularly good one, particularly when Koenen, who was in at least 
as good a position to see and hear what went on as Sell lidt or Lipsinsld., said 
he did not utter any such remarks. 

On the other hand, there are tliree witnesses, YVeise, Frau G-iese 
and Diecisnaiin, who all report words used by Heyer on this subject. Dioc.rnann 
says not that he said anything to civilians but that h j heard hin say to 
Serjeant Groosse: ’’The airmen will be shot". It is not said at what precise 
moment of time he heard him say that. Admittedly Heyer himself spoke to 
Groosse and gave hin certain orders. Ho remindod the escort, amongst other 
things, of their rights in the-use of their weapons against prisoners of war. 
He told then, as was in fact their right, that if any of these prisoners 
tried to escape they could be shot. I suggest to you that since all that 
Dieoknann says is that he heard this ore remark completely in the blue, 

"The airmen will be shot", which by it; elf does not make very s cuch sense, 
what he night well have overheard, since Heyer was not speaking to him, was 
part of the instructions t j the serjeant-major as to the conditions in which 
these two i;ien in the escort were allowed to shoot at the prisoners. 

YTeise says again that Hauptmann Heyer spoke to Hauptmann Abel 
about what to do vjith the prisoners and he made the remark that they should 
be shot. There was some difficulty, you remember, about what e;nctly he 
meant when he said that, whether it was an expression of opinion as to 
Allied airmen in general, perhaps, and these three in particular, tliat they 
should be shot, or whether it was an expression of something which was in 
fact going to happen in the future. Again, since this remark was not 
addressed to 7eise in particular and was again part only of a conversation 
overheard by him, I suggest that this may have been part of the same 
conversation reported by Heyer between himself and his sorjeant-major and 
Unteroff izior beiges as to the co: duct of this escort and their rights 
towards the prisoners if any of them should try to escape. Onoe more this 
statement, according to Weise, was not made in the* presence of any civilians 
whatever. It was made in the yard ill the presence of soldiers and policeman 
only. 


The last witness was Frau Giese, She again says that she heard a 
German officer address thaprowd and say that he handed them over to the 
civilians and gave them the right to lynch then. She again is a woman who 
did not know Heyer before this day, who had probably never seen him before 
and who certainly did not know his name; and again it is possible that she 
was mistaken in her identification, mistaken even perhaps in what she heard. 

Finally I want to deal with a few general points. X have felt 
throughout this case that one of the major difficulties is what exactly is 
meant by this charge of being concerned in the killing of these airmen. 
Unless one is very careful, a charge so widely phrased as this is going to 
sweep into its net almost everybody who was ever near the airmen on this 
particular day. If my learned friend proposes to maintain that anybody in 
the crowd about the airmen when they ware killed is in some measure 
responsible for the death of the airmen whioh ultiroately took place, then it 
see^is to me that that net is spreading so wide that almost every one of the 
witnesses who have been oalled for the Prosecution might very well be put in 
the dock too on the ground that they were thwre and they were part of this 
same crowd which ultimately was responsible for the airman 1 s death. 

It seems to me bloat the word on which we must fasten is the word 
"killing". I am not suggesting that the word "killing" in this context 
means what "murder" means in Snglish law. Hilling is a natter of physical 
fact; either you kill a man or you do not; there are no half measures. 

There has bean no evidence whatever abort any of these A ecu.:, ad that any one 
of them is responsible for physically having put an end to the life of these 
three airmen. Some of them have been said by two, three, four or five 
witnesses to have beaten the airmen; not one of them, has been said to have 
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taken any part in the ultimate act, whether it "be throwing over the bridge 
or the shooting of a gun that put an end to the life of these three men. 

Are we to cast this net so widely that a man perhaps like 
Boddenberg, who strikes two or three blows which may or may not have hit 
the nan, is to be put on the same footing as a man like Nelges, who 
admittedly fired 12 or 15 rounds at the airmen, or as a man like Kircher, 
who was directly identified by a large number of the crowd as having actively 
himself with is own hands thrown one of the airmen over the bridge ? Tnat 
physical act of ending a man* s life must surely *oe the essential of this 

charge. 

There is one other point. In English law in any crime it is 
essential to prove not only tliat a man did something r)hysical but t hat he 
intended to do what he did. Against the five civilians here no evidence has 
been offered of their intention to kill. Sainbol was so little interested 
in what ultimately happened to those airmen that after hitting one of them 
twice he went home. Wot only did he not follow the crowd to see what 
happened, but he apparently did not even ask what had happened afterwards. 

Of Hart mg it was said that he came on to ths bridge towards the e..d and ha did 
not even look over the side to find out what had happened. Boddenberg 
himself says that he had no intention of killing the airmen and that, after 
in a blind fit of rage he had hit at them once or twice, he realised that 
what he was doing was shameful and he went away. 


Again, against Kaufer there is no evidence of Ms intention to 


kill, unless thi story of Ikritz Conradshaus about the rifle be accepted; 


against him, apart from that, there is no evidence. 


Nor is the any evidence against Braschoss, against who. 1 no 
evidence lias been given of any intention to end the lives of these three 


airmen. 


Some of the Accused, it is agreed, have been said to have 
maltreated the airmen, to have hit them, perhaps to have caused them pain; 
but none of them has been shown to have taken any part in the physical 
act of ending theii* lives or ever having had any intention to do so. 
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J.1AJCR TATLEORj lay it please you Sir and : cnibe :s of the Court. You 

usve just hoard a moat eloquent and excellent speech for the defence which, 
if I may be permitted to say so, has put forward everything tiiat could 
poooibly have Jeen put forward for these men; but 1 feel in come instances 
the speech was not altogether in accordance with the facts as I shall 
present then to the Court. • '' ' •' ^ . 


It is four days since the charge was read out and I feel 
that it would not be inc >proprii te for me at this moment to read it once 
more. These seven men are accused of "Committing a War Crime.in that 
ut-y at Essen-West on the 13th December, 1V44* in violation of the Laws 
and Us< es of War were, to, ether with the four named men who are not 
before the Court ;.nd other persons unknown, concerned in the killing 
of three unidentified British airmen prisoners of war. 11 You have heard 
tn; t that charge is a soj lewliat wide net and that it is not a a clear as 
it migh t be whst the exact import of the oliarge is. I want there to 
be no iidstake whatever as to what the prosecution allege in this charge. 
When I opened this case on .lie r day I used the word 'taurder As the 
Legal Member pointed out it is quite true that as this is not a case of a 
1 .lling of somebody who at the time was under the King * s Peace, and murder 
is a word co one etc< v.ith the low of Tin land and not with the Lbv/s and 
os of War, that was in a sense on illustration. The prosecution's 
case is diat they have br< ht be '• re you exactly the same ev" e nee that 
they would bring on a charge of murder bearing in mind that in England on 
a charge of murder it is open to the Court to find a verdict of 
manslaughter. In uiy submission if you lieve evidence which would justify 
. ou in England in finding any of these accused guilty of either murder 
or manslaughter then the prosecution, if they have satisfied you of that, 

hove cot" efied you tiiat the accused <m.*e guilty within the meaning of 
this charge. 


- y friend has spoken to you about the intent which is 
necessary and he soys that no evidence of intent to kill has been brought 
before you. In my submission there lias been considerable evidence of 
intent to kill; but even if there were not, bn ;y submission to prove 
this charge you do not hove to prove an intent to kill. If you prove an 
intent to kill you would prove murder; but you can have an unlawful 
killing, which would be manslaughter, /here there is not an intent to kill 
but merely the doing of an unlawful act of violence. i person might 
clap another ' s face with no intent to kill at all but if through some 
misfortune, for example that person bavin, a weak skull, that person died, 
in uy submission the person s trikin the blow would be uilty of 
■ itnslauyhtcr an I that would be such a .killin as -would come within the 
words of this charge. 


In my submission therefore vhat you have to be satisfied of 
-- end tiie onus of -roof is of course on the prosecution - is that each 
an 1 ovaryone of these accused, before you can convict him, v/a .1 concerned 
in the killing of these tliree unidentified airmen in circumstances v.-hich 
in ritish law would have amounted to either murder or manslaughter. 


Turninj to the question of the Lows and Usages of War there 
is one preliminary observation I 3-hould like to make and I should like 
to : ■ r to the lisnual of * Hit ary Law. I first wish to refer to page 16 

of Chapter XIV of The Laws and U 3 ag.es of War, where in pare, raph 59(c) 
referrin, to prisoners of war it says: "They shell be humanely treated end 
irutectivd particularly e gainst oct 3 of violence, from insults end fro 1 
public curiosity. 11 


T 11 ay submission therefore it is quite clear that once a man 
lias been taken prisoner it is the duty of the power which t.-kea him 
prisoner to safeguard hie life and limb. 


With regard to the question of superior orders bein a defence 
my friend lias admitted that in law that is not a defence to a war crime 
provided timt the order is to do on c ct which is in the conscience of 

the world wrong. I do not think that ther is any kispute that the order 
to t.n escort not to protect a prisoner from the fury of the mob is an 
i.ct contrary to the oonseienoe of the world. 
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X 


So ’ tuch of the generalities in this c se. With rc •srcf to 
the facta I think that probably the best picture of what actually did 
take ' ,.ce was given not by any of the witnesses for the • . osecution 
but by the a ecu; Btetor Koenen when he told us what happened* He 
W8S the only man -we know who was there the whole time i n’ he has given 
ua a picture Vu . the at; rt to the ho ic end of this journey fra a the 
barracks to the bridge* He has sold that there were Some twenty five 
to thirty people in the str et out: ' e the ..Tracks, that this walk 
which should hove token ten to twelve ' sotoa to the bri took about 
ho If on hour, that people were streaming out all the time and adding 
to the crowd, that for practically the whole way people were striking, 
boating anl cursing then-: a *.r ten end finally when they got to the bridge 
he put he nib iber of the crowd there at ioC or 17 f persons. I think 
that that will give the Court from the only -tan who is admittedly an eye 
itneas the whole time a very clear picture and a very horrible picture 
of what here throe air sen went throu h« 


~ jr* 

G-l 


'ioing back for one moment to the question of how ifle the net 
the charge is, i,iy friend wes askin, 1 . if it included everybody who was 
in that crowd and r ayin ; that that would rope in tost of the prosecution 
v/i m -aep. Thai is not the allegation o ’ the prosecution at all. 

The allegation of the prosecution is ‘hi t although it -y be said there 
were three at a. in this killin , star tin with the incitement at the 




; msrrnce 


to 


* ■ 

11 > 


e 


the barracks, continuin »ith the beating, which wa the 
, end finally the throwing over and the shooting which wa 


second at. 

h. third h a, in my submission from the very start v/hen the incite * nt 
to the crowd to lynch these men came from Bayer and, if you will forgive 
ms unin the at e met a phor I used before "Beyer lit the match” , each 
person who struck a blow was putting, flame to the fuel which was this 
enraged populace, and in wily the explosion c&i.ie at the bridge j and 
therefor© the allegation of the prosecution is that every person who, 
following the incite;.< nt to the crowd to utur u r the se aen, voluntarily 
took eg i’esuive action against i n y one of ;h< three air-:en is , uilty 

in that he is concern 1 in the killing. It is impossible to sc rate 

i.ny one of these act; fra.i another; they all make; up whet is known as a 
lynching* In my sub . ion from .1 to: ant they left those barracks 
those • j ‘ere doomed and the crowd knew hey were doomed and every 
parson in hiat crowd who struck a blow is both morally and criminally 
responsible ‘or the deaths of those three :;ien. 

Ifcssing to the individual evidence against the accused I will 
teal with it in the same order os my learned friend adopted. First there 
was gambol,. The evidence against him consists in the statements of 
Frau Schmidt and Frau Lipsinski, one of whom said she saw several blows 
struck by Sambol end the other seya she sew one. There wes no 
allegetion t: t they w< ■ rticulurly violent blows , but the important 
thing is the allegation that they were cither - the first or some of the 
first blows which c ut lirectly after the instigation from Heytr to 
lynch these men. 

In ay submission the evidence of those two witnesses should 
ie taken as a whole because their allegations are not only against Sambol 
but also against Heyer. What they say about Beyer is confirmed by s 
completely independent witness, Klara fiese, and if they are right ov&r 
that with independent confirmation do not you think they are elro likely 
to be telling the truth about the other element of their evidence as it 
concerns Jambol. 

If you are satisfied, as of course you must be before you 
can convict i /that Sambol did in feet strike those blows, I repeat 
whot I said in answer to i;iy learned friend’s submission, that he was 
the first iatch which sot the fuse alight and while ho auy not at that 
ti ; - r was oing to co ie at th< nd he was concerned in 

tb ir killing in thr-fc he struck the first blow or one of the first blows 
and started off the train of tragedy. I do not wish to sey anything 
were about him. 
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Koxt-W© have Hugo od^Hrnboy g, X feel that you in ay 
po : illy die re riy ov/n 1 eliu s or some re a ect ‘or no lodde nbe rg 

® ,: the only nan in t-is Court who h& 3 had the honec by to ( (it up &ntl 
atii^uLt that in- c-id strike one of the airmen* One be. an at one time to 
tilink oils: eVi-.iC ;icc t ■ t these airmen must h. ve thrbwfi tile, a selves 

over ihs brige because no one would admit that o blow was struck at 
u11 02 ^ b 0 enyi'f’ ;y ten done a uy thing; bub Joddenberg lies had the honey 
although there was only one witness against him, to admit that he did 
■. ti ike a blow* -Is lias told you that ho approached the bridge, that when 
he ; Oil -o the bri ge une o ' the airmen had already been thrown over 
and that people were attacking the other two and that in a ont of 
temper no joined in and struck so . blows with his belt and then desists . 
He says that after lie had desisted he heard shouts of "Kill them" and 
■’Throw them over the bridge” but that he‘lid not hear any of those 
shouts before* You riay think that is rather strange t fc on approaching 
the bri- e, even aftor tb first airman 1 been thrown over, he should 
not have heard any shouts; but that is a matter for you Sir and the 
. embers of tlie Court. The fact remains that he has admitted that he 
Id strike a blow at these airmen, amongst others, after one of them 
had been thrown over the bridge; and in my submission he must have known 
that the motives of the crowd against them were deadly, and yet he 
joined in. As he says , it was in a moment of temper end he desisted* 

If you believe that no doubt it is & matter which you will properly 
beke into consideration when considering what the punishment should be; 

..!.!) my submission on his Own confession he must be convicted of 
being concerned in this killin; , 


With regard to Hartung you will recall, as my learned 

x rieno sei< , that the witney s eg*• mst uim v/as ... ness Hartiiann: an old 

lady of seventy four, and ay frien uggested that she was not a 

particularly reliable witness. you saw her give evidence in the 

witness box and you also saw the v/ay in which she picked out that accused; 

she lieu no hesitation in doin no* You will remember wlist her evidence 

was, that she saw Hartunj hitting one of the airmen with a rubber stick 

and that after a few blows somebody grabbed it away from liim; tliat he 

i<hen lan ly/i> y from the oridge and came back a few minutes later carrying 
a ha _,ier. 


You will remember the evidence of Anns Fricke. She says 
that she sev. Hfrrtung coming to ds the bridge with a hammer. She had not 
seen h.u. ei-rlm-i*; out tuat at any' rote comp It tely corroborates what 
Frau llartaisnn said, that she sew him coming with a hamaer. If slie is 
corroborated on that second pert of her evidence why should she be 
mistaken about the first part? 


What doe 3 Hartung say himself? He tells you that he 
..is repairing his house which is about one hundred and fifty -ictrcc from 
the bridge, that until somebody told him there was something < oing on 
on the bridge he had not the faintest idea that anything was going on' 
there, he lied not heard shouts, he had not heard shots, he did not know 
the slightest thing was going on - and by that time the cavalcade liad 
passed on to the bridge, there had been, if you accept Koeneo's estiirte, 
one hundred end fifty people or more fighting on the bridge, e number 
of shots load l^en fired end these three aiimen had been thrown over: 
ml yet ; artung had not heard a single shot from his house one hundred end 
fifty metres away. Can you believe that? In my submission the noise of 
what was going on on that bridge on that morning must have aroused 
the whole neighbourhood. Can you believe that a man one hundred and fifty 
metres away did not know what was going on at all? It is a matter 
entirely 1, for you; you lit ve seen the witnesses and it is on the evidence 
that you must consider it. 


Itassing to K - , ifer you will remember what the evidence 
■gainst him is. There 13 tflft "evidence of Fritz Conrodshaus who told us 
tint he new Kaufer and Sroschoss fighting in the crowd. i.tinamarie 
Conradsliitus also told us tin t she sew Kaufer beatin 1 ; the airman, ond you 
hive the evidence for what it is worth of Edmund Hartmann’s affidavit 
who says "People told Lie that Kaufer took an active part." Tliat is only' 
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alao \ he cv ** fince of Annamerfe Conredshaus wl 

? saw raschosa beating the airman. You have the 
e.if-davit of pdmund Hartmann who goes so far as to ssv in th* + +■ * 

saw Raschosa and Kirc'er 4 , 1 ^ * _ * ^ ^ thut tliot h 

br .; : e muff «w jac.xr actual]^ throwing one of the airmen over t 

p I * * 1 s f:Lve statements on oath, 'our that you have heand V 
Court and one affidavit. 1 iieard x 


*fher you f ° r y ° U 

“L“L iSf 1 ? ?** Bre tem °* «*• troth or that tL“teSg 81-8 

benefit of it rL,a “ le /'? ubt , Br0sch ? 33 ia entitled 'tS th.. 

in this affair. luVe D ° * sull ' ! “ t he is one of the ringleader. 


"'■^ b ro t ar ^ to Peter Eoenen his position in this nimi p 
business le a Kwhat difficult on? 'Wi he was in a uosition vhich x ^ 

not expect any of us would have liked to.have been in:" a case where his 
i- .litary uty and hi oe i science must have conflicted. He was • )ven an 

r n ? t ! '° lrtwt*r* and he id not interfere. He stood by whiS these 
ree airmen woe umbered. fere inaction on part of a spectator 

”“5 in J 2*?*£ a p crime. A man might stand by and see a one bod-/ ©lee 
drowning and let him go and do nothing; he has committed no ori^e. 


corroborate wlat th, At ±S f f 313311 volue ^cept that it does 

this further Ini/ ^ 70 VOI ** n lvltnessr ' 3 have said. Then there is 
bJiis further allegation against Keufer that he tried to mil +’« 

«fthat a L f S?.S' U f ero f izier to 3h “t the oiman beLw thXld.-e 
j ; l r™* he Ctille<1 out words to the effect th t they v^e tbe -,ro iJ 

two -i ncident's S^f ®*?? 100 of titot and how lie says there were 

23 St’ ®“ \Z hxle fch f. were sti11 ™ the bridge and one afterwards 

Xt oes lle 3hould of course be given the benefit of it. " ‘ 

In's wife « ;^,j riCn;l ? n to ^ " rf ^urae he is corroborated by 

denied fw! U p f 3 ? 1£e1 ^ he is not because Ms wife flatly 

££ W^tt^tw® f eC ° na inciflent on the ^idge afterwards. 

therel^re mi^n^ V S* ™ 3 .° 0t by hia side the time and 

evidence on tw + “ 0 ! ;:Loe<1 xt * 1)1 *T submission his wife's 

' )Ce on XjWt po3 - nt ° f ^rxes the case no further wliatever. 

ti .j ~ ce ’^ain amount of doubt was cast upon the validity of 

F iiin C ^ <3hUU ^ S evi f ence * An allegation made that perhaps he was 

vin -Tn 1 " 6 e 7 lf3en , ce because a friend of his coveted Kaufer’s house 
You will r-member that Conradshaus, had lie been a rimit +1 \k „ ??1 

witness^•^ CCUatd ’ ?f d " ot opportunity; but he was an extremely reluctant 
witness to say anything against them. In "act it was not un^Tx * 

b bt ^ ecl the Oourt,s aioo to treat him as a hostile witness that 

about thia l“tl 0 ?r ^v ln , St ?*“ P 6 ^ 16 s " a wa then learnaa 

to o„iy h 8 is f“t^M Tt&zr, w*-*v ^ ^ 

and if he »,< . n «* f m ^ . ;ortn^ ht after tne incident happened; 

his evidence against them viouU to K Ld towwf, "orced °tTthe 

bS^fifoull 8 treSted “ 6 ***• -*«— in Court^efore^e ^ 

' 

tttr 0 r s s SiS. bot iit7 hM 

You will remember he further told vou'Vb airi:ifin on the bricl e e * 

bridge ana at :b*.ohoss asked to'' o W, g bof 

p and when he refused Br.sohoss t**f*^&ftj** *** 
thunaelves nod tuet the airuan at thut moaent was atill alive because 
“* bubblM "W fmtat from the blood on his nostrils. 


PURL: https://www.legal-tools.org/doc/799660/ 




















JOR i5: I only want to ssy c very few words. I have very little 

to add to whet has already appeared in the evidence. I would like 


to say this, that you s ir, , nd the other embers of tlj© Court have been 
living now in Essen for almost a week. In your travels bo and from 
tl ' Court, to anc from the hri e and in other parts' of the town you 
i. v<; seen th;: .tube in ditch this city v/hich once held so: .e seven hundred 

I a not Cor,_etting why it is in that 


. nd fiftj thousand inhabitant 


: te t e 


X ou not for. o \tin 


r u 

l_J . LJ # 

- , J - 
J - iiJ 


t th- re jU>s only ii£p cued to this town 


what lies happened to so ic of our towns and to other towns in Europe and 
that it was not we who started this war. tut I do suggest to you that 
even ix the state o this town, the rum of all these buildings, the 
misery which was undoubtedly caused to its inhabitants, is not on 
excuse or a Ju tion for rhet these men have done, I s’ eat that at 

~ c ■ t it ay perhaps ■ u-ko us understand the background of their acts ; .id 


what it .-a;; th;. b drove 


W jar « .a* - l.' — 


t. Tlmt is all I have to say* 

4 * 





m 


it J ph hJXIv i :t : 
character? 


fid or Stone , do . : u wish to call any witnesses es to 


-•' T R -0 E: ITo, I j^ v: no witnesses ; s to character. 


i or it jw _1 

the Com* 


9 

* 




li-i-ch ireyer, Is th, » •VttUc tort v,ould like to «, to J 


/ 


rnf? XT? 
4 . -i 


T, ‘ I j-IYER: Yes, I am innocent regarding the evidr ice of the five 

enouncers. 1 a<i guilty because I did not give the order to the escort 
to shoot at the civilians in case they should attack. I beg the Court 
i.o allow to take the punishment of my former soldier Peter Kosnen on 
v sliouluci’s os he is sj fa trier of ten children between si:-: months and 
xteen years of age* X be* >e Court to give -ie permission to ; 
bo y wife once more. 


?r *ra tr:~ t 

*■—■ p - -» *■* * ■ _ m 


. ■ J 


there anything else ,, ou wish to acy ? 


T ._2 ACCUSED HEXEr:; to. 


IIE PSESIUFirT: Peter Koenen, is there anythin you would like to say to 


cue Court ? 










I ITT / 


ACCUSED K( : Ho. 


1 HT: PRESIDENT: Johann Braschoss, is there anything you would like to tell h. 
Court ? 


THE ..CCU D w»A«TMrieQ. 


:-ii.iU>iv -jii : - Iso _ feel that 1 am innocent, flic evidence of the 

witnesses, the denouncers is absolutely u. it rue. 


- 1 J X i-h n 1 J. 




you wish to cay anything else ? 


► K 


: ./cos 


L C;(I f5; .o. 


' \i 


f®E PRESIDEHT ; Karl Koufer, do you ' h to say anything to the Court? 


THE .iCClTSED It,if 


I am innocent. The two denouncers told lies. Three 


ol. my 


• tives . ere soldier;: on the Allied side 


i f ' • 1 c that I could ever hit a Jritish air i i. 


Therefore it is 


That is II. 


XIE PRESIDTvIT: Hugo Boddenbcrg 
the Court ? 




biieru anythin^ you oull like to tell 


t 




3 ■ 




THE ACCITSJID BCEXTHD at*: 


No. 


T3r. PT5ESXD.1 IT: The Court is now closed to consider the jtences 

(-it 1430 hours the Court is closed) 





i.- - 145C *^u*s the Court .i .iis ^ 

(-■•he accused ore again brought before tl 

71 

. • 


the C\-urt'. 


.. 




'4 


PURL: https://www.legal-tools.org/doc/799660/ 












